Sticky tastes: the importance of cohort music preferences by Ritchey, Andrew Joseph
STICKY TASTES: THE IMPORTANCE OF COHORT MUSIC PREFERENCES
Andrew Joseph Ritchey
A thesis submitted to the faculty of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill in partial 
fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Master of Arts in the Department of 
Sociology.
Chapel Hill
2011
Approved by:
Kenneth Andrews
Charles Kurzman
Andrew Perrin
ABSTRACT
ANDREW RITCHEY: Sticky Tastes: The Importance of Cohort Music Preferences
(Under the direction of Andrew Perrin)
Tastes for cultural products, including music, set up and reinforce boundaries for 
social interaction.  This study tests the “stickiness” of musical tastes based on cohort relative 
to tastes based on age category.  Using data from five waves of the Survey of Public 
Participation in the Arts, this paper shows that while cohort tastes may vary over time, they 
are much more consistent than age-based tastes.  I argue for the possible importance of music 
to identity and suggest that lifelong cohort tastes are often established in adolescence and 
young adulthood.
ii
TABLE OF CONTENTS
LIST OF TABLES ................................................................................................................... v
Literature Review ..................................................................................................................... 1
Scope ........................................................................................................................................ 1
Taste and Identity ......................................................................................................... 1
Age and Taste ............................................................................................................... 3
Changing Tastes ........................................................................................................... 5
Contributions ................................................................................................................ 6
Data .......................................................................................................................................... 7
Methodology .......................................................................................................................... 12
What is Stickiness? .................................................................................................... 12
How to Measure Stickiness ........................................................................................ 13
Results .................................................................................................................................... 15
By Genre .................................................................................................................... 15
Discussion .............................................................................................................................. 21
Support for Hypothesis .............................................................................................. 21
Other Patterns ............................................................................................................. 22
Conclusion ............................................................................................................................. 23
Tables ..................................................................................................................................... 26
Appendices ............................................................................................................................. 30
iii
Appendix A: Popularity, Weighted Variance, and Stickiness 
of Each Genre in Each Survey Year for Each Cohort and Age 
Category (Alphabetical) ............................................................................................. 30
Appendix B: Respondents in Each Survey Year and for Each 
Genre by Cohort and Age Category ........................................................................... 38
Works Cited ........................................................................................................................... 40
iv
LIST OF TABLES
Table
1. Genre Names by Survey Year .............................................................................. 26
2. Ratio of Select Cohorts and Age Categories Liking Select 
Genres Across the Five Waves of the SPPA to 
Demonstrate Stickiness .................................................................................. 26
3. Summary of Level of Like by Cohort and Age Category .................................... 27
4. Summary of Stickiness Factors by Cohort and Age Category ............................ 28
5. Stickiness Quartiles .............................................................................................. 29
6. Average Level of Like Across Surveys ............................................................... 29
v
Literature Review
Scope
Through time, contexts and tastes change as young cohorts replace older ones and 
grow up themselves.  A central question here, then, is: how sticky are tastes?  Public taste 
does change over time (Christianen 1995), but the mainstream is slow to pick up on new 
trends (Watson and Anand 2006).  Mainstream tastes are often sticky enough to inhibit the 
adoption of new tastes to replace them.  Marketing literature identifies the importance of 
cohort over age (Schewe and Noble 2000) and, while not the most sociologically rigorous, 
indicates that lifelong musical tastes are established during late adolescence and early 
adulthood (Holbrook and Schindler 1989, Schewe and Meredith 1994).  Recent sociological 
work by Harrison and Ryan (2010) suggests the range of musical tastes is highest amongst 
the middle-aged, meaning that over the life course, people adopt and then drop musical 
tastes.  Anderson's work on the Philadelphia rave scene shows people leaving their youthful 
tastes in the past (2009), and cohort identity may not be as important to people in later years 
(Ryder 1965).  This paper expands past work on identity, taste, and youth by testing the 
hypothesis that tastes based on cohort are stickier than tastes based on age.
Taste and Identity
Sociological literature on musical taste tends to follow the paradigm created by Pierre 
Bourdieu.  For Bourdieu, social class is a determinant of cultural taste.  He argues enjoying 
certain products with a large amount of symbolic capital, such as art or classical music, is a 
way to signify one's place in the upper class.  Taste helps claim social identities and set up 
boundaries (Bourdieu 1984).  While these two processes are closely related, they often reveal 
themselves in different ways through the literature.  
Musical taste is important to individual identity (Tucker 1993, DeNora 2000), even 
leading some music fans to feel the sense of a “double life” (Hennion 2001).  Besides these 
individual identities, music is also significant in the formation of collective identities.  Music 
forms the basis of community identity among bluegrass festival participants (Gardner 2004). 
More broadly, the collective identity of African-Americans has been transmitted through the 
blues and other music genres (Eyerman 2004).  If people share a taste in music, their music 
can become part of their shared collective identity.  
Considering the link between taste and identity, it is not surprising that tastes vary 
based on the environment one lives in (Lizardo and Skiles 2009).  Simply: context matters 
for culture (Griswold 1987, Babon 2006).  Socioeconomic conditions can impact tastes 
(Bourdieu 1984, Blau 1988), and education has been used as a predictor of consumption 
patterns—the higher the level of education, the broader the tastes (Chan and Goldthorpe 
2007).  One's gender, ethnicity, and workplace can also all influence taste (Veenstra 2005), as 
can religiosity (Katz-Gerro and Shavit 1998).  Context does not only influence tastes, but 
also how those tastes are determined.  The manner in which people choose what genres of 
music they like varies according to their status group (Han 2003).  Ultimately, tastes can vary 
according to any type of sociodemographic space (Mark 1998).
The fact that tastes may vary according to the group one does or does not belong to 
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relates to the boundary work that taste does.  Taste has the power not only to construct 
(DiMaggio 1987) but also reinforce (Bryson 1996) symbolic boundaries between individuals 
and groups.  Taste is responsible for the strength and weakness of many social networks. 
Higher consumption rates of popular culture help maintain a higher number of weak ties, and 
higher consumption rates of highbrow culture reinforce strong ties (Lizardo 2006).  But more 
than just a tool for setting up congenial social networks, DeNora sees “musical taste as a 
mechanism of social exclusion” (2003).  Even one's impression of the intended audience of a 
music genre can affect one's enjoyment of it (Geiger 1950).  By showing differences in tastes 
across cohorts and age groups, this paper supports previous literature in revealing social 
boundaries based on age.
Age and Taste
As age increases and social boundaries shift, not only can an individual's tastes shift, 
but the status of her tastes can also shift.  For example, as the status of baby boomers rose as 
they aged, the status of their taste in movies rose as well (Baumann 2007).  Age plays an 
important role for taste, and much of the current literature on music focuses on the tastes of 
youth and youth culture (Bielby 2004, Williams 2006).  Perhaps this is since young cohorts 
permit societal changes to occur (Ryder 1965), including changes in cultural tastes and 
collective memory.  Regardless the reason, though, this paper both challenges and gives 
credence to that focus.  
Age is one of the important determinants of taste (Benski 1989).  Early studies on the 
interaction between age and taste found that older people do not like newer musics 
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(Schuessler 1948).  This phenomenon of older people not liking new music has even been 
used through the years to defend newer genres of music, like heavy metal (Binder 1993). 
This taste gap between generations is one of the biggest factors in the changing omnivorous 
tastes of the highbrows, outlined more fully below, through generational aging (Peterson and 
Kern 1996, van Eijck and Knulst 2005).  Beyond omnivorous tastes, high culture has not 
been renewing itself among younger cohorts (DiMaggio and Mukhtar 2004).  Besides tastes 
for high and low culture in general, age and cohort affect tastes for specific genres of music. 
The Philadelphia rave scene declined due to generational schism—its “abandonment by 
enthusiasts and its rejection by younger outsiders” (Anderson 2009).  As an opposing 
example, many older fans of punk in England still identify with the punk scene (Bennett 
2006).  By focusing on multiple cohorts and age categories—young and old—this paper 
expands literature on musical taste beyond its standard focus on youth while also giving 
reason for literature on taste to continue focusing on youth and the formation of musical 
tastes.
An additional aim of the paper is to support a more nuanced understanding of the 
relationship between age and taste by directing dialogue surrounding taste away from age 
and more towards cohort.  While some studies do focus on cohort across cross-sectional 
surveys of taste (García-Álvarez, Katz-Gerro and López-Sintas 2007), others do not 
(Harrison and Ryan 2010).  Even if the study only covers one survey year (Bryson 1996), 
measuring age instead of cohort sets up a dialogue that stresses the importance of age over 
cohort.  The hope here is to show that—even though there may be age effects—measuring 
tastes by cohort shows tastes to be more consistent than previously thought.  In measuring 
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age effects on taste, Bonikowski recently identified in a footnote that certain genres seemed 
to be influenced by cohort effects (forthcoming).  This study on both age effects and cohort 
effects will expand that observation and explain the phenomenon more fully.
Changing Tastes
Underlying much of the literature on taste and identity is the theme of change.  Tastes 
can deepen and mature (Benzecry 2009), but they can also change.  While real, the 
boundaries of taste are not impenetrable.  In addition to creating a sense of the other, 
boundaries offer a place for exchange with the other (Lamont and Molnar 2002).  As such, 
the boundaries of cultural taste are permeable, shifting and undergoing changes over time 
(Lieberson 2000).  Being in fashion “is constantly being transformed into being 'out of 
fashion'” (Gronow 1993).  As evidenced by early folk music and its subsequent revival 
among a different group of people, the identity a certain taste provides people can shift over 
time (Roy 2002).  
Not only can tastes for a genre change, but the genre itself may also change.  The 
aesthetics of a genre can drift slowly over time or they can be altered quickly by maverick 
artists or changing technology (Becker 2008).  Rap music provides an example of a changing 
genre, shifting in the late 1980s to emphasize hardcore rap lyrics (Lena 2006).  Lena and 
Peterson lay out a basic trajectory that genres follow, shifting from avant-garde to scene-
based to industry-based to traditionalist (2008).  As genres go through each of these stages, 
their aesthetics often change.  Even the way the genres are discussed changes.  In the United 
States, genre boundaries are less important to music critics now than in the past (van Venrooij 
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2009).  For fans, genres can change so much over time that older fans can become detached 
from the genre they once knew (Anderson 2009).
One of the main points of concentration—and contention—in the literature on 
changing tastes is on the variation in breadth of tastes and the changing tastes of the 
highbrow.  In Peterson and Kern's seminal work on highbrow tastes, highbrows changed 
from snobs with narrow tastes to omnivores with broad tastes, due in part to generational 
aging (1996).  However, this general omnivorousness has been called into question in more 
recent studies (van Eijck 2001).  The cultural omnivore in Denmark may just be a temporary 
phenomenon of the 1950-69 cohorts there (van Eijck and Knulst 2005), and Peterson even 
notes that highbrow omnivores in the US have decreased since his earlier study (2005).  This 
represents a broadening, then a narrowing, of tastes.  But the trend towards highbrow 
omnivorousness is still strong in France (Coulangeon and Lemel 2007).  And in the United 
Kingdom, while omnivores have broader tastes than others, they have been found to also be 
more dismissive of pop culture than others (Warde, Wright, and Gayo-Cal 2008).  Tastes can 
vary not only by liking certain genres, but by disliking other genres (Bryson 1996, Sonnett 
2004).  For all of the focus placed on changing tastes, this paper expands the literature by 
examining the persistence of tastes.
Contributions
The following work fills a number of holes in the literature on identity, taste, and 
youth.  1) In identifying differences in tastes across cohorts and age categories, this study 
reveals social boundaries based on age, supporting previous literature on taste and identity. 2) 
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This study helps shift the dialogue around tastes from age-based to cohort-based and, in 
doing so, also gives more reason to study youth tastes. 3) Finally, this work attempts to 
resolve disagreements in the literature on the persistence of tastes over the life course by 
suggesting musical tastes are stickier than previously described, especially when measuring 
taste by cohort as opposed to age.  A cohort's musical tastes leave the mainstream not 
because the cohort ceases to maintain its tastes, but because its tastes are replaced in the 
mainstream by those of later cohorts.
Data
Data comes from five of the six waves of the Survey of Public Participation in the 
Arts, ranging from 1982 to 20081.  Sponsored by the National Endowment for the Arts 
(NEA), the cross-sectional Survey of Public Participation in the Arts has been conducted in 
three different ways: as a supplement to the National Crime Survey, as a stand-alone survey 
carried out by Westat Corporation, and as a supplement to the Current Population Survey.
In 1982, the SPPA was a supplement to the National Crime Survey (NCS). 
Conducted by the Census Bureau, it resulted in 19,837 completed surveys with a response 
rate over 85 percent.  The SPPA continued to be a supplement to the NCS, carried out by the 
Census Bureau, in 1985 and 1992.  1985 had 16,152 surveys with a response rate over 85 
percent, and 1992 had 18,775 surveys with a response rate slightly under 80 percent.  Each of 
the samples for these first three surveys was achieved through a stratified, multi-stage, 
clustered design resulting in a sample representative of the US population by age, gender, 
1 Individual wave data downloaded from the Cultural Policy and the Arts National Data Archive (CPANDA) 
website at http://www.cpanda.org/cpanda/studies/c00016.
7
and ethnicity.
In 1997, the NEA used Westat Corporation to conduct the SPPA.  Using list-assisted 
random digit dialing, 12,349 total surveys were completed with a response rate of 55 percent. 
Due to the manner the data was collected, this 1997 data is usually omitted from analyses, 
including this one.
After 1997, the NEA returned to the Census Bureau to conduct the survey.  The SPPA 
became a supplement to the Current Population Survey (CPS) in 2002, and a 70 percent 
response rate oversaw the completion of 17,135 surveys.  Remaining a CPS supplement, the 
2008 SPPA had 18,444 surveys with a response rate over 80 percent.  For each of the 
surveys, not all questions were asked of all respondents.  Concerned with a question on 
music preference, there are 5,617 valid respondents in 1982, 2,150 in 1985, 5,704 in 1992, 
16,724 in 2002, and 5,371 in 2008 for this analysis.  This results in a total of 35,566 
respondents who were asked about their music preferences across the five surveys.
The relevant question asking about music preferences changed slightly, but not 
significantly, over time.  For example, asking about classical or chamber music in 1982, the 
question was, “Please look at the types of music listed on this card.  (Hand respondent 
flashcard LAS-12).  Do you like to listen to classical/chamber music?” (National Endowment 
for the Arts 2002).  By 2008, the question had been rephrased to “Now I am going to ask 
about (NAME/your) music preference.  For each type of music I read, please tell me if 
(he/she) like(s) to listen to it.  (Do/does) (name/you) like to listen to classical or chamber 
music?” (National Endowment for the Arts 2008).  This paper does not view these slight 
changes as consequential, as prior analyses of SPPA data (Peterson and Kern 1996, Harrison 
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and Ryan 2010) have not either.
A significant change between survey years, however, is the number and type of genres 
inquired about.  In all, 29 genres appear through the survey years.  Eight of those genres 
carry through all five survey years—classical, opera, broadway, jazz, country, bluegrass, folk, 
and gospel.  Three of the genre categories are not specific genres.  They are: all of the music 
listed, none of the music, and an other music.  Since these are not actual genres, they are not 
included in the analysis.  Five of the genres—soul, dance, metal, classic rock, and 
contemporary rock—have only appeared in one survey to date.  Since this paper addresses 
the persistence of tastes over time, only genres that appear in three or more waves of the 
survey are included in the analysis, making the total number of genres analyzed to be 15.
Table [1] displays which genres are asked about in each of the surveys.  Of note, some 
genres had their names tweaked slightly.  For example, folk music was contemporary folk 
music in 1992 and 2002.  And “Broadway musicals or show tunes” became 
“Operettas/Broadway musicals/show tunes” in 1992 became “operetta/musicals” in 2002 
returned to “broadway musicals or show tunes” in 2008.
Deciding which genres stay the same in spite of rewording is somewhat arbitrary, 
though the hope is to be as transparent as possible.  Peterson and Kern (1996) decided not to 
analyze folk because of its shift from folk to contemporary folk music.  However, they chose 
to include broadway even though it shifted from “Broadway musicals or show tunes” to 
“Operettas/Broadway musicals/show tunes.”  They also viewed 1982's “Soul, rhythm and 
blues” as the same as 1992's “blues/rhythm and blues.”  Making the opposite decision, 
Harrison and Ryan (2010) excluded blues, rhythm and blues, and operetta/musicals from 
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their analysis but included folk music.  They also included ethnic music and rap in spite of 
slight rewording.  This analysis attempts to keep a genre unified, even with rewording, unless 
it clearly splits or transforms into another genre.  Comparing Table [1] with the later tables 
shows general patterns to be the same between survey years in spite of slight rewording, 
suggesting the approach here is reasonable.
The hypothesis tested in this study is that cohort tastes are stickier—persist more over 
time—than tastes based on age.  To begin locating this phenomenon, a cohort variable is 
created using the age variable for each of the waves of the SPPA.  The age variable is 
subtracted from the survey year to achieve the year born, which is used to assign cohort.  One 
cohort covers a ten year span, so the 1930s cohort includes individuals born from 1930 to 
1939, and the 1940s cohort includes individuals born from 1940 to 1949.  Eliminated from 
this data are any cohorts that fail to appear in at least three surveys, leaving eight final 
cohorts from the 1900s to the 1970s.
One potential issue with this method is with the 2008 SPPA where all individuals 85 
years old or older were placed into a single age category of 85.  This means the 132 
respondents listed as 85 in the 2008 survey are assigned to the 1920s cohort, even though 
those individuals could also be from the 1910s or 1900s cohort.  Running the models with 
these individuals included as part of the 1920s cohort and excluded entirely from the analyses 
resulted in similar findings.  Since 85 to 88 year-olds would be in the 1920s cohort, and their 
inclusion or exclusion does not significantly impact the results, all 132 respondents are 
included in the 1920s cohort for this analysis.
It is important to note the use of 10-year cohorts instead of birth year.  This 
10
simplification is pragmatic and theoretically justified.  Cohort effects, not birth year effects, 
are important for crafting taste (van Eijck and Knulst 2005).  And while using birth year 
could add to the level of detail of other studies (García-Álvarez, Katz-Gerro and López-
Sintas 2007), using birth year would not significantly add to this study concerning the 
general patterns of taste.  Ultimately, using 10-year cohorts and making the cohorts begin at 
the start of each decade is a somewhat arbitrary decision.  However, repeating the 
construction and analysis of Table [3] and portions of Appendix [A] using 5-year cohorts 
results in similar outcomes and patterns, lending validity to the findings of this paper.  Using 
the standardized, 10-year cohort variable, then, the five waves of the SPPA are merged 
together.
Since this study compares tastes based on cohort to tastes based on age, the age 
variable used is based on age-at-time-of-survey.  Age is placed in 10-year categories for 
better comparison with the cohort variable.  This results in seven age categories, ranging 
from 18-27 years-old to 78 and older.  For the cohort variable, any cohorts or tastes that are 
not represented in at least three surveys are eliminated from analysis.  Since all age 
categories are represented in all surveys, the sample sizes for age-based tastes are larger than 
the sample sizes for cohort-based tastes.  Appendix [B] details the number of respondents 
from each cohort and age category in each survey year.  Due to each genre not being included 
in each wave of the SPPA and the choice to only include cohort tastes that appear in at least 
three surveys, the total number of respondents for a given genre varies from a low of 22,171 
all the way up to 35,566, also detailed in Appendix [B].
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Methodology
What is Stickiness?
This paper aims to measure the stickiness of music genres, but what is stickiness?  I 
conceive of stickiness as the persistence of taste (the level of like) for a particular genre of 
music over time.  Tastes can be sticky relative to cohorts or age categories.  This stickiness, 
though, is not constrained by the stickiness of other tastes.  In other words, the degree to 
which a taste is sticky to one cohort or age category does not change based on how sticky 
that and other tastes are to that and other cohorts or age categories.  The stickiness of one 
taste can be compared to the stickiness of another taste.
Table [2] displays the popularity of various genres for different cohorts and age 
categories across the five waves of the survey to help demonstrate the concept of stickiness. 
In the first row, it is clear the 1960s cohort's level of taste for folk music is consistent through 
time.  It is important to note that consistency is not related to level of like.  As is shown, the 
1910s cohort consistently like swing music at high levels, while the 28-37 age category 
consistently likes opera music at low levels.  Each of these three examples demonstrate 
stickiness.
The following three rows in Table [2] help show what unsticky tastes can look like. 
Different percentages of the 1930s cohort report liking gospel music from survey to survey. 
The variation seems to make little sense.  But not all unstickiness is seemingly random.  The 
1920s cohort likes country music at lower and lower levels across the surveys.  This suggests 
the declining popularity of country music for the 1920s cohort over time.  Complementary to 
this, the 38-47 age category likes rock music at higher levels across surveys, indicating the 
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rising popularity of rock for this age category.  Whether or not variation can be explained, 
though, does not impact whether or not a genre is sticky for a cohort, as shown by the 
unsticky levels of preference in the lower half of Table [2].
Appendix [A] details the popularity of each genre in each survey year for each cohort 
and age category.  Table [3] summarizes the mean level of like each cohort and age category 
has for each genre of music.
How to Measure Stickiness
As can be seen, stickiness is related to variance, but it is not so simple as to measure 
the variance of a cohort's or age category's preferences for a specific genre and make claims 
of stickiness.  Variance alone would be a poor measure of stickiness because a) it would take 
variance within each survey wave into consideration when what stickiness is trying to 
measure is the variance between survey waves and b) the dependent variable—liking a genre
—is a binomial variable.  Because the dependent variable is a binomial ranging from 0 to 1, 
the average level of liking a genre would have a large impact on the variance.  For example, 
variance would automatically be larger if half of a cohort liked a genre than if 10% or 90% of 
a cohort liked a genre.  These problems are eliminated, however, by changing the binomial 
nature of the dependent variable.
Instead of measuring stickiness as the variance of all responses by a cohort's or age 
category's members regarding liking a specific genre, stickiness can be measured as the 
variance of a cohort's or age category's average level of liking a specific genre between 
survey years.  This approach is advantageous because it eliminates the problems of binomial 
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variables listed above while still allowing comparisons of variances across cohorts, age 
categories, and genres.   Since the number of respondents in each wave changes, the variance 
here will be weighted.  And since measuring the variance of a cohort's or age category's 
average level of liking reduces the number of data points to the number of survey waves, the 
variance will use an unbiased estimator due to the small sample size.
This weighted variance with an unbiased estimator gets at stickiness as this paper 
conceives it.  These weighted variances are included in Appendix [A].  The larger the 
weighted variance, the less sticky the taste.  Of note are the small sizes of these numbers, due 
to both the small sample size and the 0 to 1 range of liking a genre.  To more intuitively 
compare the values, the weighted variances are multiplied by 1000.  In doing this, the 
stickiest taste (the 58-67 age category's taste for rap) has a value of 0.001, and the least sticky 
taste (the 48-57 age category's taste for rock) has a value of 72.62.  These final values are 
what I am terming “stickiness factors.”  They are also included in Appendix [A] and 
summarized in Table [4].
The hypothesis here is that cohort-based tastes are stickier than age-based tastes.  To 
test this, I will compare the stickiness of genre tastes by cohort with the stickiness of genre 
tastes by age category.  The stickiness of a genre is the weighted mean of individual cohorts' 
or age categories' stickiness factors for that genre.  If the stickiness factor of tastes for a genre 
by cohort is lower than the stickiness factor of tastes for a genre by age category, then cohort-
based tastes for that genre are stickier than age-based tastes for that genre, and my hypothesis 
is supported.  Genre tastes that are stickier by age category than by cohort refute my 
hypothesis.  The stickiness of genres is shown in the right-most columns of Appendix [A] 
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and Table [4].
Results
By Genre
The following summary of results references Table [3] and Table [4].  Stickiness 
factors for the tastes of individual cohorts and age categories range from 0.001 to 72.62.  The 
stickiness factors of genres range from 0.42 to 32.82.  The overall average stickiness of a 
genre is 5.21.
Cohorts and age categories, then, have stickier tastes for bluegrass music than 
average.  The 1900s cohort has the most sticky taste for bluegrass music out of any other 
cohort or age category with a 0.04 stickiness factor.  13% of the 1900s cohort likes bluegrass. 
With 23% of respondents reporting to enjoy it, the 1920s cohort has the least sticky taste for 
bluegrass music with a stickiness of 7.19.  The average stickiness of bluegrass music is 2.19 
when analyzed by cohort.  When analyzed by age category, the average stickiness of taste for 
bluegrass music is only 3.15.  Overall tastes for bluegrass music are stickier by cohort than 
by age category, lending support to my hypothesis.  About 24% of respondents included in 
the cohort analysis report enjoying bluegrass music.  23% of those in the age category 
analysis like bluegrass music.  Small differences in sample size account for this difference.
However, 31% of those in both the cohort and the age category analysis report liking 
blues music.  Tastes for blues music, though, are less sticky than tastes for bluegrass.  The 
stickiness factors for blues are 3.03 by cohort and 3.91 by age category.  This gives further 
support that cohort-based tastes are stickier than age-based tastes.  The 1900s cohort again 
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has the stickiest taste of all cohorts and age categories with a stickiness of 0.39, though only 
10% of the 1900s cohort reports liking blues.  22% of the 1920s cohort likes blues music, but 
the 1920s cohort also repeats its role as having the least sticky taste at 7.37.
This role is continued with broadway music.  28% of the 1920s cohort reports 
enjoying broadway music, but the 1920s cohort's taste for broadway music has a stickiness 
factor of 10.50.  The 1970s cohort has the most sticky taste for broadway music compared to 
any other cohort or age category.  With 14% of respondents in the 1970s cohort liking 
broadway music, the cohort's taste for the music has a stickiness of 0.33.  The average 
stickiness of tastes for broadway music is 3.15 when analyzed by cohort, with 22% of 
respondents liking the music.  When analyzed by age category, stickiness is at 4.38, with 
21% of respondents liking broadway music.  The difference in stickiness factors continues to 
support my hypothesis for the stickiness of cohort over age tastes.
Though the difference is less pronounced, tastes for classical music also support my 
hypothesis.  Cohort-based tastes for classical music have an average stickiness of 1.31, while 
age-based tastes for classical music have an average stickiness of 1.81.  30% of those in the 
cohort-based analysis and 29% of those in the age-based analysis like classical music.  23% 
of the 1970s cohort enjoys classical music with a genre-high stickiness of 0.24.  33% of the 
1920s cohort enjoys classical music with a genre-low stickiness of 3.22.
Breaking the pattern above, the 1920s cohort does not have the least sticky taste of all 
cohorts and age categories for country music.  The 38-47 age category earns that distinction 
with a stickiness of 13.22 for country music accompanying 48% of the age category 
reporting to enjoy country.  48% of respondents in the cohort analysis like country music, 
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and 47% of respondents in the age category analysis like country music.  But taste for 
country music has a stickiness of 4.56 in the cohort analysis and 7.59 in the age category 
analysis.  This represents continued support for my hypothesis.  The stickiest taste for 
country music is 0.83, held by the 1970s cohort, 39% of which enjoy country music.
Ethnic music does not support my hypothesis.  15% of those in the cohort-based and 
those in the age-based analyses enjoy ethnic music, but tastes for ethnic music are less sticky 
by cohort (9.26 stickiness) than by age (8.43 stickiness).  Ethnic music is one of the least 
sticky genres, and possible reasons for age-based taste being stickier than cohort-based taste 
will be explored further below.  Of the cohorts and age categories, the 58-67 age category has 
the least sticky taste for ethnic music at 11.78, though an average of 15% like the music. 
12% of the 78+ age category enjoys ethnic music, with a genre-high stickiness of 2.78. 
Unlike ethnic music, folk music provides another example of tastes by cohort being 
stickier than tastes by age.  The 1960s cohort has the stickiest taste for folk music at 0.10 
with 15% of the cohort enjoying folk music.  21% of the 1920s cohort likes folk music, 
though the cohort has the highest (least sticky) stickiness factor of all cohorts and age 
categories at 7.13.  Overall, tastes for folk music have a stickiness of 2.69 (with 20% 
enjoying) in the cohort analysis and 3.92 (with 19% enjoying) in the age category analysis—
further evidence cohort tastes are stickier than age category tastes.
Gospel music is a clear example of a genre where cohort-based tastes are stickier than 
age-based tastes.  32% of respondents in the cohort analysis like gospel music, and 31% of 
respondents in the age category analysis like gospel music.  Stickiness by cohort is at 2.19, 
though, while stickiness by age category is at 5.68.  Of all cohorts and age categories, the 
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1910s cohort has the stickiest taste for gospel at 0.10, with 49% of respondents enjoying the 
genre.  The 78+ age category has the least sticky taste for gospel at 11.14, with 41% of 
respondents enjoying the genre.
28% of respondents, whether by cohort or by age category, like jazz music.  Tastes for 
jazz have a stickiness of 1.58 by cohort, though, compared to a stickiness of 2.65 by age 
category—further confirmation that my hypothesis is correct.  Tastes by cohort are stickier 
than tastes by age category.  The 1900s cohort has the stickiest taste for jazz (0.14) with 12% 
of the cohort reporting to like jazz.  The 18-27 age category has the least sticky taste for jazz 
(6.40) of all cohorts and age categories, with 27% of the age category reporting to like jazz.
Tastes for Latin music, like tastes for ethnic music, do not support my hypothesis that 
tastes based on cohort are stickier than tastes based on age category.  While 19% of 
respondents (for both cohort and age category analysis) enjoy Latin music, cohort tastes for 
Latin music have an average stickiness of 1.14 and age category tastes for Latin music have 
an average stickiness of 0.69.  Both of these are high stickinesses compared to the 
stickinesses of tastes for other genres, but taste for Latin music by age category is stickier 
than taste for Latin music by cohort.  This will be explored more fully, along with tastes for 
ethnic music, below.  Of all cohorts and age categories, the 48-57 age category has the 
stickiest taste for Latin music at 0.14 with 19% of respondents enjoying the music.  The 
1920s cohort has the least sticky taste for Latin music at 4.42 with 14% of respondents 
enjoying the music.
Just as tastes for Latin music are among the stickiest of tastes for all genres, tastes for 
mood music are among the least sticky.  By cohort, 42% of respondents like mood music 
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with a stickiness of 13.06.  By age category, 39% of respondents like mood music with a 
stickiness of 17.39.  The most sticky cohort or age category, with a stickiness of 1.20, is the 
1910s cohort, 43% of which enjoy mood music.  42% of the 1920s cohort enjoys mood 
music, but the 1920s cohort has the least sticky taste for mood music, with a stickiness of 
25.59.  Neither taste for mood music by cohort nor taste for mood music by age category is 
particularly sticky in comparison with tastes for other genres of music.  However, taste for 
mood music by cohort is still stickier than taste for mood music by age category, lending 
support to my hypothesis.
Tastes for opera music are among the stickiest tastes.  11% of respondents by cohort 
like opera and 10% of those by age category like opera.  The difference in stickiness of taste 
for opera music between cohort (0.69 stickiness) and age category (0.70 stickiness) is almost 
negligible.  Opera music is a genre that neither strongly supports nor strongly refutes my 
hypothesis.  It suggests, rather, that there is no difference between the stickiness of cohort-
based tastes and the stickiness of age-based tastes.  It will be explored more fully below, 
along with tastes for ethnic music and Latin music.  Two cohort or age categories share the 
lowest stickiness factor.  The 1900s cohort (15% enjoying opera) and the 38-47 age category 
(9% enjoying opera) have stickinesses of 0.24.  The 58-67 age category (15% enjoying 
opera) has the least sticky taste for opera, with a stickiness of 2.00.
Tastes for rap music are also relatively sticky.  In the cohort-based analysis, 12% of 
respondents reported liking rap music, and the cohorts' taste for rap had an average stickiness 
of 0.42.  This is the most sticky overall taste for any genre.  The age categories had less 
sticky tastes for rap music, with an average stickiness of 2.14 accompanying 15% of 
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respondents liking the music.  This is more evidence for tastes being stickier by cohort than 
by age category.  The stickiest of all tastes across all genres by cohort or age category is the 
58-67 age category's taste for rap music.  5% of the 58-67 age category likes rap music—a 
taste with a stickiness of 0.001.  The 18-27 age category holds the least sticky taste for rap 
music with a stickiness of 7.19 and 40% of respondents liking rap music.
Rock music is one of the least sticky of all genres.  Rock music has a stickiness of 
8.12 by cohort (with 44% liking the genre) and a stickiness of 32.82 by age category (with 
45% liking the genre).  Even though taste for rock by cohort is not particularly sticky, it is 
much stickier than taste for rock by age category, providing support for my hypothesis.  Of 
all cohorts and age categories, the 1910s cohort has the stickiest taste for rock music with a 
stickiness factor of 0.02 and 5% of respondents in the cohort enjoying the genre.  The 48-57 
age category likes rock music at a much higher level (44%), but the age category has the least 
sticky taste of any taste for any genre of music at 72.62.
The final genre in this analysis, swing music, also provides evidence supporting the 
hypothesis that cohort-based tastes are stickier than age-based tastes.  With 31% liking the 
genre, the cohort-based taste for swing music has a stickiness of 4.11, while with 29% liking 
the genre, the age-based taste for swing music has a stickiness of 8.85.  The 1960s cohort has 
the stickiest taste for swing music of all cohorts and age categories.  19% of the 1960s cohort 
reports liking swing music with a stickiness of 0.43.  The 58-67 age category has the least 
sticky taste for swing music, with 42% of the 58-67 age category liking the genre with a 
stickiness of 23.87.
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Discussion
Support for Hypothesis
In this study, I hypothesize that tastes based on cohort are stickier than tastes based on 
age category.  Of the fifteen musical genres analyzed, twelve support my hypothesis.  Genre 
tastes vary less over time when viewed as being tied to cohort rather than tied to age.  In 
other words, cohorts tend to maintain their tastes over time instead of altering their tastes 
based on the age categories they grow to enter.  Some genre tastes are particularly sticky, like 
those for jazz music.  Others, like those for rock music, are relatively unsticky.  However, all 
of these tastes are consistently stickier when analyzed by cohort instead of age category.
Three genre tastes—for ethnic, Latin, and opera music—do not support my 
hypothesis.  While I do not think they provide enough evidence to refute my hypothesis 
entirely, I do think they are worth exploring more deeply.  As seen in Table [1] and Appendix 
[A], ethnic and Latin music are only asked about in three survey years.  I believe my decision 
to only include a cohort's taste for a genre of music in the analysis if the cohort reports liking 
a genre of music in three or more surveys is related to age-based tastes appearing stickier 
than cohort-based tastes for ethnic and Latin music.  The 1900s, 1910s, and 1970s cohorts are 
excluded from the analysis of the stickiness of ethnic music.  The 1900s and 1910s cohorts 
are excluded from the analysis of the stickiness of Latin music.  This is important because the 
1900s, 1910s, and 1970s cohorts have the three stickiest overall tastes across all genres 
compared to any other cohort or age category, noted in Table [4].  Their exclusion, then, 
lowers the apparent stickiness of taste by cohort of ethnic and Latin music.
Unlike ethnic and Latin music, opera music is included in all five surveys.  Neither 
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taste based on cohort nor taste based on age seems particularly more sticky than the other.  In 
looking at Appendix [A], it appears that both age and cohort effects are important for the 
liking of opera music.  Cohorts like opera at different levels, but those levels of like increase 
as cohorts get older.  While the tastes of cohorts may be sticky compared to the tastes of age 
categories—as shown by the majority of genres in this analysis—opera music shows that 
age-based tastes can be sticky as well.
Other Patterns
In the above comparisons of Table [3], Table [4] and Appendix [A], two main patterns 
emerge that are worth noting.  One is that a cohort's or age category's tastes for poorly liked 
genres tend to be stickier than tastes for more popular genres.  The other is that there seems 
to have been some sort of period effect beginning with the 2002 survey that lowered the 
percentage of cohorts and age categories liking genres across the board.
To better understand the stickiness of poorly liked genres, Table [5] displays quartiles 
of the stickiness factor with the average level of like in each quartile.  The overall stickiness 
factor of a taste averages out to be 5.21.  Also on average, 27% of a cohort or age category 
likes a genre of music.  Tastes that fall within the top 25% of stickiness, though, average a 
stickiness of 0.35.  In this top tier, only 16% of cohorts and age categories like the music for 
which they have such sticky tastes.  Looking at the bottom tier of stickiness, 34% of cohorts 
and age categories enjoy the music here.  However, these tastes average a stickiness factor of 
14.29.  This relationship offers clear evidence that low levels of taste tend to be stickier than 
high levels of taste.  The stickiness of low levels of liking—or high levels of not liking—
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supports Bryson's finding that not liking particular genres of music, such as heavy metal, can 
be more strongly related to identity than liking other genres of music (1996).
The second pattern that seems to emerge in Appendix [A] is that while some tastes 
stay consistent across surveys, many seem to drop beginning with the 2002 survey.  Table [6] 
offers evidence for a period effect separating the 1982, 1985 and 1992 survey waves from the 
2002 and 2008 survey waves.  The average level of like changes from 28%, 32%, and 31% to 
25% and 23%.  It is not evident whether a period effect raises the earlier levels of like or 
lowers the later levels of like, though some suggest (Peterson 2005) the former is more likely.
The overall stickiness of genres seems to be highly related to these two patterns, as 
seen in Table [3], Table [4], and Appendix [A].  Stickier genres tend to have lower overall 
levels of like.  Unsticky genres tend to have higher overall levels of like and have tastes 
greatly impacted by the period effect either starting or ending with the 2002 survey.  Mood 
music—the genre of music for which cohorts have the least sticky taste and age categories 
have the second least sticky taste—is a victim of both of these phenomena.  Opera and rap 
music are associated with the stickiest tastes.  While the two genres are aesthetically 
dissimilar, they both have relatively low levels of like and the tastes for neither seem greatly 
affected by the 2002 period effect.
Conclusion
Through analysis of the five SPPAs, this paper seeks to better describe musical tastes. 
Genres may rise and fall in popularity across cohorts, and the stickiness of tastes for different 
genres can vary, but this paper suggests that cohorts' tastes are frequently consistent through 
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time, especially when compared to tastes based on age.
Overall, this paper offers evidence for a phenomenon, not an explanation of the 
phenomenon.  It demonstrates that genres are sticky by cohort relative to age category, not 
why they are sticky.  However, we can speculate that this stickiness may be related to cohort 
identity.  Through descriptive data analysis, this paper speaks to current literature in the 
sociology of music on topics of taste, age, and identity, filling gaps and encouraging growth 
in new directions.
However slowly it may move, public taste changes over time (Christianen 1995; 
Watson and Anand 2006).  Individual tastes change over time, too (Harrison and Ryan 2010). 
Taste literature generally focuses on changing tastes, but this paper argues that while public 
taste at large may change, and individual tastes may change, the tastes of cohorts are 
relatively sticky compared to age-based tastes.  This study supports a narrative of cohorts 
maintaining their tastes over time rather than changing their tastes as they enter into new age 
categories.  And while much current literature on taste focuses on the tastes of youth (Bielby 
2004, Williams 2006), this work broadens the lens to look at cohorts and age categories 
young and old.  At the same time, by providing some evidence that cohort tastes are sticky, 
the work here gives more of a reason to focus on when those cohort tastes are formed—
during the age-based adolescence and young adulthood of cohorts.
In addition to its contributions in understanding cohorts and taste, this paper also 
addresses the trajectory of genres.  While past work suggests genres end in a steady, 
traditionalist stage (Lena and Peterson 2008), this work opens up the possibility for the death 
of genres.  As some work has suggested (DiMaggio and Mukhtar 2004, van Eijck and Knulst 
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2005), if older tastes for genres are not renewed in younger cohorts, the genres may 
eventually die—or at least reach a point of irrelevance in the larger society.  The SPPA itself 
suggests that this is the fact, as barbershop music has not been asked about since the 1985 
wave.
By demonstrating the stickiness of cohort tastes over age category tastes across 
genres, this paper helps recognize taste as an under-studied component of cohort identity. 
These cohort-level differences in taste may even contribute to the stratification of society by 
cohort.
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Table 1: Genre Names by Survey Year
Table 2: Ratio of Select Cohorts and Age Categories Liking Select Genres Across the 
Five Waves of the SPPA to Demonstrate Stickiness
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Genre 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008
Classical classical or chamber
Opera Opera Opera Opera opera opera
Broadway operetta/musicals
Jazz Jazz Jazz Jazz jazz jazz
Country Country-western Country-western Country-western country-western country
Bluegrass Bluegrass Bluegrass Bluegrass bluegrass bluegrass
Folk Folk Folk contemporary folk folk music
Gospel Hymns, gospel Hymns, gospel Hymns/gospel hymns or gospel hymns or gospel music
Blues Soul, rhythm and blues Soul, rhythm and blues Blues/rhythm and blues blues/rhythm and blues
Swing Big band Big band Big band big band
Mood Mood, easy listening Mood, easy listening Mood/easy listening mood or easy listening
Rock Rock Rock Rock rock
Rap Rap music rap rap or hip-hop
Latin Latin/Spanish/salsa Latin, Spanish, salsa Latin, Spanish or Salsa
Ethnic Ethnic ethnic/national
Classical or chamber 
music
Classical or chamber 
music
Classical/chamber 
music
classical or chamber 
music
Broadway musicals or 
show tunes
Broadway musicals or 
show tunes
Operettas/Broadway 
musicals/show tunes
broadway musicals or 
show tunes
Contemporary folk 
music
blues or rhythm and 
blues
Music of a particular 
ethnic/national tradition
1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Overall Mean
Sticky
1960s, Folk 0.14 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.15 0.15
1910s, Swing 0.51 0.46 0.46 0.48
28-37, Opera 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.08
Unsticky
1930s, Gospel 0.42 0.47 0.51 0.37 0.34 0.41
1920s, Country 0.6 0.57 0.53 0.41 0.37 0.48
38-47, Rock 0.25 0.34 0.54 0.61         0.53
Table 3: Summary of Level of Like by Cohort and Age Category
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1900s 1910s 1920s 1930s 1940s 1950s 1960s 1970s Total
Bluegrass 0.13 0.24 0.23 0.27 0.28 0.27 0.20 0.17 0.24
Blues 0.10 0.18 0.22 0.26 0.32 0.37 0.35 0.32 0.31
Broadway 0.23 0.24 0.28 0.28 0.26 0.20 0.17 0.14 0.22
Classical 0.26 0.29 0.33 0.34 0.34 0.30 0.25 0.23 0.30
Country 0.46 0.54 0.48 0.56 0.56 0.48 0.43 0.39 0.48
Ethnic 0.13 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
Folk 0.19 0.22 0.21 0.23 0.26 0.22 0.15 0.12 0.20
Gospel 0.54 0.49 0.42 0.41 0.36 0.30 0.25 0.20 0.32
Jazz 0.12 0.19 0.21 0.25 0.28 0.34 0.32 0.26 0.28
Latin 0.14 0.15 0.18 0.20 0.20 0.21 0.19
Mood 0.33 0.43 0.42 0.46 0.46 0.42 0.35 0.42
Opera 0.15 0.16 0.15 0.14 0.12 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.11
Rap 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.09 0.15 0.31 0.12
Rock 0.04 0.05 0.17 0.26 0.48 0.61 0.62 0.44
Swing 0.36 0.48 0.47 0.40 0.31 0.24 0.19 0.31
Total 0.24 0.29 0.27 0.29 0.30 0.29 0.26 0.22 0.27
18-27 28-37 38-47 48-57 58-67 68-77 78+ Total
Bluegrass 0.17 0.23 0.25 0.27 0.26 0.24 0.16 0.23
Blues 0.32 0.36 0.34 0.32 0.27 0.22 0.14 0.31
Broadway 0.14 0.18 0.21 0.25 0.27 0.26 0.22 0.21
Classical 0.21 0.27 0.30 0.33 0.35 0.33 0.29 0.29
Country 0.42 0.46 0.48 0.50 0.53 0.50 0.39 0.47
Ethnic 0.12 0.15 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.15 0.12 0.15
Folk 0.13 0.19 0.20 0.23 0.23 0.20 0.14 0.19
Gospel 0.19 0.27 0.30 0.35 0.41 0.42 0.41 0.31
Jazz 0.27 0.32 0.31 0.30 0.25 0.21 0.14 0.28
Latin 0.19 0.22 0.19 0.19 0.17 0.15 0.10 0.19
Mood 0.32 0.39 0.41 0.44 0.44 0.39 0.29 0.39
Opera 0.06 0.08 0.09 0.12 0.15 0.14 0.14 0.10
Rap 0.40 0.21 0.11 0.07 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.15
Rock 0.59 0.54 0.53 0.44 0.29 0.19 0.16 0.45
Swing 0.16 0.22 0.26 0.34 0.42 0.45 0.36 0.29
Total 0.24 0.27 0.28 0.29 0.29 0.26 0.21 0.27
Table 4: Summary of Stickiness Factors by Cohort and Age Category
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1900s 1910s 1920s 1930s 1940s 1950s 1960s 1970s Total
Bluegrass 0.04 0.11 7.19 2.49 2.18 2.27 0.46 0.76 2.19
Blues 0.39 1.72 7.37 2.30 2.75 3.24 2.64 1.03 3.03
Broadway 0.94 1.17 10.50 6.28 4.11 1.21 0.71 0.33 3.15
Classical 0.26 1.85 3.22 1.46 0.86 1.18 1.28 0.24 1.31
Country 11.62 1.35 10.12 5.70 5.46 4.23 2.57 0.83 4.56
Ethnic 11.76 10.93 10.28 9.19 5.98 9.26
Folk 3.54 2.44 7.13 4.59 4.72 1.50 0.10 0.31 2.69
Gospel 0.61 0.10 5.87 4.74 2.05 1.57 1.10 0.15 2.19
Jazz 0.14 1.46 3.35 1.77 1.42 1.40 1.70 0.31 1.58
Latin 4.42 1.89 0.60 0.31 0.33 2.92 1.41
Mood 3.61 1.20 25.59 14.93 13.80 9.11 11.58 13.06
Opera 0.24 0.47 1.42 0.81 0.87 0.46 0.47 0.52 0.69
Rap 0.08 0.34 0.19 0.14 0.36 1.45 0.42
Rock 0.04 0.02 7.31 15.77 8.97 1.35 13.40 8.12
Swing 1.21 0.88 13.27 6.83 4.25 1.68 0.43 4.11
Total 1.89 1.06 7.94 5.3 4.08 2.53 2.71 0.80 3.59
18-27 28-37 38-47 48-57 58-67 68-77 78+ Total
Bluegrass 2.41 3.78 4.79 2.96 2.13 2.94 0.46 3.15
Blues 5.10 3.67 4.30 1.89 5.24 4.69 1.41 3.91
Broadway 0.64 1.66 5.20 7.70 7.51 6.28 2.41 4.38
Classical 1.18 0.84 3.06 1.52 2.90 1.50 1.70 1.81
Country 6.24 8.61 13.22 11.11 2.09 0.87 1.12 7.59
Ethnic 7.10 8.47 6.79 9.86 11.78 10.52 2.78 8.43
Folk 1.06 5.91 5.68 4.36 3.78 1.94 1.60 3.92
Gospel 1.55 3.88 5.20 9.17 6.97 6.96 11.14 5.68
Jazz 6.40 3.18 2.42 0.21 1.49 1.62 1.68 2.65
Latin 1.03 0.49 0.20 0.14 2.51 0.41 0.44 0.69
Mood 22.65 21.13 22.35 15.05 12.43 7.00 3.37 17.39
Opera 0.28 0.27 0.24 1.45 2.00 0.54 0.28 0.70
Rap 7.19 4.67 0.49 0.09 0.001 0.25 0.14 2.14
Rock 34.72 1.48 29.97 72.62 50.35 23.98 13.18 32.82
Swing 0.57 0.85 7.56 20.94 23.87 6.78 4.04 8.85
Total 6.23 4.53 7.23 9.92 8.46 4.91 2.95 6.68
Table 5: Stickiness Quartiles
Table 6: Average Level of Like Across Surveys
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Average stickiness 0.35
Average level of like 0.16
Q3 0.84
Average stickiness 1.47
Average level of like 0.28
Overall
Median 2.27 Stickiness average 5.21
Level of like average 0.27
Average stickiness 3.99
Average level of like 0.29
Q1 6.34
Average stickiness 14.29
Average level of like 0.34
1982 1985 1992 2002 2008
Average level of like 0.28 0.32 0.31 0.25 0.23
Appendix A: Popularity, Weighted Variance, and Stickiness of Each Genre in Each 
Survey Year for Each Cohort and Age Category (Alphabetical)
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Bluegrass 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
1900s 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.000042 0.04
1910s 0.23 0.25 0.24 0.24 0.000107 0.11
1920s 0.26 0.23 0.36 0.17 0.19 0.23 0.007189 7.19
1930s 0.26 0.26 0.36 0.25 0.24 0.27 0.002491 2.49
1940s 0.28 0.29 0.37 0.26 0.25 0.28 0.002175 2.18
1950s 0.27 0.26 0.35 0.26 0.21 0.27 0.002272 2.27
1960s 0.19 0.21 0.23 0.21 0.17 0.20 0.000459 0.46
1970s 0.13 0.18 0.15 0.17 0.000762 0.76
Total 0.25 0.25 0.30 0.22 0.20 0.24 0.002188 2.19
Bluegrass 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
18-27 0.23 0.23 0.17 0.15 0.12 0.17 0.002413 2.41
28-37 0.28 0.24 0.30 0.20 0.14 0.23 0.003780 3.78
38-47 0.25 0.29 0.36 0.24 0.16 0.25 0.004792 4.79
48-57 0.29 0.28 0.37 0.25 0.22 0.27 0.002958 2.96
58-67 0.24 0.24 0.35 0.26 0.23 0.26 0.002126 2.13
68-77 0.17 0.21 0.32 0.22 0.26 0.24 0.002936 2.94
78+ 0.14 0.15 0.17 0.15 0.19 0.16 0.000464 0.46
Total 0.24 0.25 0.30 0.22 0.18 0.23 0.003146 3.15
Blues 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
1900s 0.10 0.07 0.12 0.10 0.000388 0.39
1910s 0.16 0.17 0.23 0.18 0.001721 1.72
1920s 0.22 0.20 0.37 0.18 0.17 0.22 0.007373 7.37
1930s 0.24 0.27 0.34 0.23 0.25 0.26 0.002299 2.30
1940s 0.28 0.34 0.42 0.30 0.32 0.32 0.002752 2.75
1950s 0.36 0.43 0.47 0.34 0.33 0.37 0.003242 3.24
1960s 0.33 0.40 0.43 0.33 0.31 0.35 0.002638 2.64
1970s 0.39 0.31 0.32 0.32 0.001029 1.03
Total 0.27 0.31 0.40 0.30 0.30 0.31 0.003032 3.03
Blues 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
18-27 0.35 0.42 0.41 0.28 0.25 0.32 0.005103 5.10
28-37 0.33 0.42 0.46 0.34 0.32 0.36 0.003673 3.67
38-47 0.24 0.32 0.44 0.34 0.31 0.34 0.004300 4.30
48-57 0.25 0.25 0.37 0.32 0.33 0.32 0.001895 1.89
58-67 0.18 0.22 0.37 0.26 0.32 0.27 0.005235 5.24
68-77 0.14 0.11 0.31 0.22 0.26 0.22 0.004692 4.69
78+ 0.07 0.08 0.14 0.15 0.17 0.14 0.001409 1.41
Total 0.26 0.31 0.40 0.29 0.29 0.31 0.003907 3.91
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Appendix A: Popularity, Weighted Variance, and Stickiness of Each Genre in Each 
Survey Year for Each Cohort and Age Category (Alphabetical), continued
31
Broadway 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
1900s 0.22 0.25 0.27 0.23 0.000938 0.94
1910s 0.23 0.22 0.28 0.24 0.001166 1.17
1920s 0.30 0.31 0.44 0.20 0.30 0.28 0.010501 10.50
1930s 0.30 0.36 0.37 0.21 0.33 0.28 0.006277 6.28
1940s 0.27 0.27 0.35 0.21 0.31 0.26 0.004112 4.11
1950s 0.17 0.23 0.25 0.18 0.22 0.20 0.001211 1.21
1960s 0.14 0.17 0.20 0.15 0.19 0.17 0.000707 0.71
1970s 0.13 0.14 0.16 0.14 0.000329 0.33
Total 0.23 0.26 0.29 0.17 0.23 0.22 0.003151 3.15
Broadway 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
18-27 0.15 0.18 0.18 0.12 0.14 0.14 0.000635 0.64
28-37 0.22 0.24 0.22 0.15 0.16 0.18 0.001664 1.66
38-47 0.29 0.28 0.29 0.16 0.18 0.21 0.005199 5.20
48-57 0.32 0.36 0.38 0.19 0.22 0.25 0.007701 7.70
58-67 0.26 0.32 0.41 0.20 0.29 0.27 0.007515 7.51
68-77 0.23 0.19 0.38 0.22 0.34 0.26 0.006279 6.28
78+ 0.19 0.23 0.23 0.19 0.29 0.22 0.002413 2.41
Total 0.23 0.25 0.29 0.17 0.22 0.21 0.004375 4.38
Classical 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
1900s 0.25 0.28 0.25 0.26 0.000265 0.26
1910s 0.26 0.35 0.31 0.29 0.001848 1.85
1920s 0.33 0.33 0.43 0.30 0.33 0.33 0.003223 3.22
1930s 0.32 0.32 0.41 0.33 0.36 0.34 0.001455 1.46
1940s 0.31 0.36 0.38 0.33 0.37 0.34 0.000861 0.86
1950s 0.26 0.31 0.35 0.31 0.28 0.30 0.001176 1.18
1960s 0.16 0.27 0.26 0.26 0.25 0.25 0.001277 1.28
1970s 0.22 0.23 0.25 0.23 0.000238 0.24
Total 0.28 0.32 0.34 0.29 0.30 0.30 0.001310 1.31
Classical 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
18-27 0.20 0.28 0.26 0.19 0.19 0.21 0.001183 1.18
28-37 0.30 0.32 0.29 0.25 0.25 0.27 0.000837 0.84
38-47 0.31 0.37 0.38 0.27 0.24 0.30 0.003065 3.06
48-57 0.33 0.32 0.39 0.33 0.28 0.33 0.001521 1.52
58-67 0.30 0.35 0.44 0.32 0.37 0.35 0.002901 2.90
68-77 0.27 0.31 0.38 0.32 0.35 0.33 0.001500 1.50
78+ 0.22 0.27 0.25 0.29 0.34 0.29 0.001698 1.70
Total 0.28 0.32 0.34 0.28 0.28 0.29 0.001806 1.81
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
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Country 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
1900s 0.51 0.46 0.30 0.46 0.011623 11.62
1910s 0.57 0.53 0.51 0.54 0.001352 1.35
1920s 0.60 0.57 0.53 0.41 0.37 0.48 0.010116 10.12
1930s 0.65 0.60 0.61 0.52 0.45 0.56 0.005697 5.70
1940s 0.66 0.60 0.60 0.51 0.50 0.56 0.005463 5.46
1950s 0.56 0.52 0.52 0.44 0.40 0.48 0.004226 4.23
1960s 0.49 0.41 0.49 0.42 0.37 0.43 0.002568 2.57
1970s 0.38 0.40 0.35 0.39 0.000832 0.83
Total 0.59 0.53 0.53 0.44 0.40 0.48 0.004559 4.56
Country 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
18-27 0.53 0.44 0.44 0.36 0.35 0.42 0.006240 6.24
28-37 0.59 0.52 0.51 0.41 0.36 0.46 0.008606 8.61
38-47 0.67 0.62 0.55 0.43 0.37 0.48 0.013221 13.22
48-57 0.63 0.59 0.63 0.46 0.40 0.50 0.011108 11.11
58-67 0.59 0.56 0.57 0.52 0.47 0.53 0.002089 2.09
68-77 0.54 0.52 0.53 0.49 0.47 0.50 0.000865 0.87
78+ 0.44 0.46 0.36 0.39 0.37 0.39 0.001123 1.12
Total 0.58 0.53 0.53 0.44 0.39 0.47 0.007591 7.59
Ethnic 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
1900s
1910s
1920s 0.01 0.26 0.14 0.13 0.011762 11.76
1930s 0.02 0.26 0.17 0.15 0.010926 10.93
1940s 0.02 0.25 0.17 0.15 0.010278 10.28
1950s 0.02 0.22 0.18 0.15 0.009190 9.19
1960s 0.01 0.18 0.17 0.15 0.005980 5.98
1970s
Total 0.02 0.23 0.17 0.15 0.009260 9.26
Ethnic 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
18-27 0.01 0.16 0.15 0.12 0.007102 7.10
28-37 0.02 0.21 0.18 0.15 0.008470 8.47
38-47 0.03 0.22 0.17 0.16 0.006787 6.79
48-57 0.02 0.25 0.17 0.16 0.009858 9.86
58-67 0.01 0.26 0.17 0.15 0.011777 11.78
68-77 0.01 0.25 0.16 0.15 0.010522 10.52
78+ 0.03 0.15 0.12 0.12 0.002778 2.78
Total 0.02 0.22 0.17 0.15 0.008433 8.43
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
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Folk 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
1900s 0.22 0.21 0.10 0.19 0.003545 3.54
1910s 0.24 0.24 0.16 0.22 0.002440 2.44
1920s 0.28 0.27 0.28 0.13 0.18 0.21 0.007131 7.13
1930s 0.30 0.30 0.27 0.17 0.25 0.23 0.004591 4.59
1940s 0.30 0.32 0.33 0.19 0.29 0.26 0.004717 4.72
1950s 0.23 0.25 0.27 0.18 0.22 0.22 0.001496 1.50
1960s 0.14 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.000099 0.10
1970s 0.08 0.12 0.13 0.12 0.000311 0.31
Total 0.25 0.25 0.23 0.16 0.20 0.20 0.002689 2.69
Folk 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
18-27 0.17 0.17 0.11 0.10 0.11 0.13 0.001061 1.06
28-37 0.29 0.27 0.23 0.14 0.13 0.19 0.005906 5.91
38-47 0.29 0.32 0.28 0.17 0.14 0.20 0.005677 5.68
48-57 0.31 0.29 0.31 0.18 0.22 0.23 0.004365 4.36
58-67 0.25 0.30 0.29 0.17 0.27 0.23 0.003776 3.78
68-77 0.23 0.20 0.22 0.17 0.27 0.20 0.001943 1.94
78+ 0.19 0.21 0.12 0.12 0.18 0.14 0.001600 1.60
Total 0.25 0.25 0.23 0.15 0.18 0.19 0.003919 3.92
Gospel 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
1900s 0.53 0.57 0.51 0.54 0.000606 0.61
1910s 0.49 0.49 0.51 0.49 0.000098 0.10
1920s 0.44 0.52 0.52 0.36 0.37 0.42 0.005867 5.87
1930s 0.42 0.47 0.51 0.37 0.34 0.41 0.004738 4.74
1940s 0.35 0.38 0.44 0.33 0.37 0.36 0.002048 2.05
1950s 0.26 0.32 0.36 0.29 0.26 0.30 0.001575 1.57
1960s 0.18 0.23 0.29 0.25 0.26 0.25 0.001095 1.10
1970s 0.22 0.20 0.19 0.20 0.000149 0.15
Total 0.36 0.39 0.40 0.29 0.28 0.32 0.002190 2.19
Gospel 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
18-27 0.21 0.24 0.25 0.17 0.16 0.19 0.001555 1.55
28-37 0.32 0.35 0.32 0.23 0.19 0.27 0.003882 3.88
38-47 0.38 0.38 0.39 0.27 0.24 0.30 0.005203 5.20
48-57 0.42 0.49 0.48 0.30 0.27 0.35 0.009174 9.17
58-67 0.48 0.50 0.52 0.36 0.35 0.41 0.006966 6.97
68-77 0.51 0.50 0.51 0.37 0.35 0.42 0.006962 6.96
78+ 0.58 0.60 0.51 0.37 0.35 0.41 0.011144 11.14
Total 0.36 0.39 0.40 0.28 0.26 0.31 0.005684 5.68
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Appendix A: Popularity, Weighted Variance, and Stickiness of Each Genre in Each 
Survey Year for Each Cohort and Age Category (Alphabetical), continued
34
Jazz 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
1900s 0.11 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.000141 0.14
1910s 0.16 0.22 0.22 0.19 0.001456 1.46
1920s 0.25 0.25 0.28 0.16 0.19 0.21 0.003355 3.35
1930s 0.27 0.31 0.29 0.21 0.27 0.25 0.001767 1.77
1940s 0.23 0.31 0.34 0.28 0.26 0.28 0.001425 1.42
1950s 0.34 0.39 0.40 0.33 0.30 0.34 0.001399 1.40
1960s 0.32 0.41 0.37 0.31 0.28 0.32 0.001698 1.70
1970s 0.30 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.000312 0.31
Total 0.26 0.32 0.33 0.27 0.27 0.28 0.001582 1.58
Jazz 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
18-27 0.33 0.41 0.32 0.22 0.20 0.27 0.006395 6.40
28-37 0.29 0.37 0.40 0.29 0.26 0.32 0.003181 3.18
38-47 0.23 0.30 0.37 0.32 0.27 0.31 0.002418 2.42
48-57 0.27 0.30 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.30 0.000209 0.21
58-67 0.20 0.26 0.31 0.25 0.27 0.25 0.001490 1.49
68-77 0.16 0.18 0.23 0.20 0.28 0.21 0.001622 1.62
78+ 0.07 0.10 0.16 0.13 0.19 0.14 0.001681 1.68
Total 0.26 0.32 0.33 0.27 0.26 0.28 0.002648 2.65
Latin 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
1900s
1910s
1920s 0.22 0.11 0.10 0.14 0.004417 4.42
1930s 0.21 0.14 0.12 0.15 0.001890 1.89
1940s 0.21 0.17 0.20 0.18 0.000600 0.60
1950s 0.21 0.20 0.17 0.20 0.000309 0.31
1960s 0.18 0.21 0.17 0.20 0.000335 0.33
1970s 0.12 0.24 0.18 0.21 0.002916 2.92
Total 0.20 0.19 0.17 0.19 0.001414 1.41
Latin 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
18-27 0.15 0.21 0.17 0.19 0.001031 1.03
28-37 0.21 0.23 0.19 0.22 0.000490 0.49
38-47 0.19 0.19 0.17 0.19 0.000196 0.20
48-57 0.21 0.19 0.18 0.19 0.000145 0.14
58-67 0.23 0.14 0.20 0.17 0.002507 2.51
68-77 0.18 0.15 0.14 0.15 0.000406 0.41
78+ 0.14 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.000440 0.44
Total 0.19 0.19 0.17 0.19 0.000688 0.69
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
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Mood 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
1900s 0.31 0.42 0.30 0.33 0.003608 3.61
1910s 0.45 0.46 0.39 0.43 0.001202 1.20
1920s 0.52 0.52 0.58 0.29 0.42 0.025589 25.59
1930s 0.54 0.60 0.55 0.36 0.46 0.014933 14.93
1940s 0.55 0.60 0.55 0.37 0.46 0.013801 13.80
1950s 0.47 0.53 0.52 0.35 0.42 0.009109 9.11
1960s 0.42 0.48 0.47 0.29 0.35 0.011582 11.58
1970s
Total 0.48 0.53 0.51 0.33 0.42 0.013063 13.06
Mood 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
18-27 0.43 0.50 0.41 0.19         0.32 0.022648 22.65
28-37 0.52 0.52 0.50 0.28         0.39 0.021133 21.13
38-47 0.54 0.62 0.53 0.32         0.41 0.022353 22.35
48-57 0.54 0.58 0.55 0.36         0.44 0.015049 15.05
58-67 0.48 0.56 0.56 0.36         0.44 0.012428 12.43
68-77 0.40 0.39 0.51 0.34         0.39 0.007004 7.00
78+ 0.27 0.43 0.32 0.27         0.29 0.003373 3.37
Total 0.48 0.53 0.50 0.31 0.39 0.017387 17.39
Opera 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
1900s 0.15 0.13 0.13 0.15 0.000238 0.24
1910s 0.14 0.19 0.16 0.16 0.000470 0.47
1920s 0.15 0.17 0.22 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.001421 1.42
1930s 0.14 0.15 0.19 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.000813 0.81
1940s 0.08 0.08 0.15 0.12 0.14 0.12 0.000870 0.87
1950s 0.05 0.07 0.10 0.10 0.08 0.08 0.000463 0.46
1960s 0.03 0.06 0.06 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.000467 0.47
1970s 0.04 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.000515 0.52
Total 0.10 0.11 0.13 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.000686 0.69
Opera 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
18-27 0.04 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.05 0.06 0.000275 0.28
28-37 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.08 0.000270 0.27
38-47 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.000239 0.24
48-57 0.16 0.12 0.18 0.11 0.08 0.12 0.001455 1.45
58-67 0.14 0.21 0.23 0.13 0.13 0.15 0.001998 2.00
68-77 0.14 0.16 0.18 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.000543 0.54
78+ 0.16 0.12 0.16 0.13 0.15 0.14 0.000283 0.28
Total 0.10 0.11 0.13 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.000702 0.70
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Varianc
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Rap 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
1900s
1910s
1920s 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.000083 0.08
1930s 0.05 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.000337 0.34
1940s 0.07 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.000192 0.19
1950s 0.10 0.10 0.07 0.09 0.000144 0.14
1960s 0.18 0.15 0.13 0.15 0.000359 0.36
1970s 0.37 0.32 0.27 0.31 0.001447 1.45
Total 0.12 0.13 0.11 0.12 0.000425 0.42
Rap 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
18-27 0.28 0.44 0.42 0.40 0.007186 7.19
28-37 0.13 0.23 0.29 0.21 0.004670 4.67
38-47 0.08 0.11 0.14 0.11 0.000489 0.49
48-57 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.000089 0.09
58-67 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.000001 0.001
68-77 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.000248 0.25
78+ 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.000137 0.14
Total 0.11 0.15 0.16 0.15 0.002140 2.14
Rock 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
1900s 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.000044 0.04
1910s 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.000024 0.02
1920s 0.09 0.10 0.11 0.24 0.17 0.007308 7.31
1930s 0.15 0.16 0.18 0.36 0.26 0.015771 15.77
1940s 0.38 0.37 0.44 0.55 0.48 0.008968 8.97
1950s 0.62 0.69 0.57 0.62 0.61 0.001348 1.35
1960s 0.78 0.83 0.62 0.57 0.62 0.013404 13.40
1970s
Total 0.35 0.41 0.4 0.51 0.44 0.008117 8.12
Rock 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
18-27 0.72 0.83 0.69 0.43         0.59 0.034723 34.72
28-37 0.50 0.60 0.58 0.53         0.54 0.001478 1.48
38-47 0.25 0.34 0.54 0.61         0.53 0.029969 29.97
48-57 0.12 0.13 0.28 0.59         0.44 0.072623 72.62
58-67 0.07 0.11 0.14 0.46         0.29 0.050352 50.35
68-77 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.30         0.19 0.023976 23.98
78+ 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.22         0.16 0.013184 13.18
Total 0.35 0.40 0.42 0.50 0.45 0.032825 32.82
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
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Swing 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
1900s 0.34 0.39 0.38 0.36 0.001206 1.21
1910s 0.51 0.46 0.46 0.48 0.000883 0.88
1920s 0.51 0.51 0.63 0.39 0.47 0.013270 13.27
1930s 0.41 0.47 0.52 0.35 0.40 0.006827 6.83
1940s 0.28 0.32 0.42 0.28 0.31 0.004247 4.25
1950s 0.20 0.20 0.29 0.24 0.24 0.001681 1.68
1960s 0.16 0.19 0.21 0.20 0.19 0.000429 0.43
1970s
Total 0.33 0.33 0.38 0.27 0.31 0.004108 4.11
Swing 1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Stickiness
18-27 0.17 0.20 0.16 0.14         0.16 0.000572 0.57
28-37 0.23 0.20 0.26 0.20         0.22 0.000847 0.85
38-47 0.32 0.36 0.35 0.21         0.26 0.007558 7.56
48-57 0.50 0.47 0.46 0.25         0.34 0.020935 20.94
58-67 0.50 0.53 0.60 0.31         0.42 0.023867 23.87
68-77 0.47 0.43 0.57 0.40         0.45 0.006781 6.78
78+ 0.24 0.34 0.38 0.37         0.36 0.004043 4.04
Total 0.33 0.33 0.36 0.24 0.29 0.008855 8.85
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
Total 
mean
Weighted 
Variance
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1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Total
1900s 337 107 107 551
1910s 607 223 378 1208
1920s 804 273 676 1731 349 3833
1930s 804 292 714 1749 474 4033
1940s 1002 385 927 2404 718 5436
1950s 1351 502 1331 3350 1055 7589
1960s 649 351 1144 3535 977 6656
1970s 421 2777 839 4037
Total 5554 2133 5698 15546 4412 33343
1982 1985 1992 2002 2008 Total
18-27 1368 475 917 2393 883 6036
28-37 1193 466 1360 3232 818 7069
38-47 849 351 1124 3613 983 6920
48-57 803 292 808 2974 1046 5923
58-67 723 266 678 1976 760 4403
68-77 490 201 573 1543 490 3297
78+ 191 99 244 993 391 1918
Total 5617 2150 5704 16724 5371 35566
Appendix B: Respondents in Each Survey Year and for Each Genre by Cohort and Age 
Category, continued
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1900s 1910s 1920s 1930s 1940s 1950s 1960s 1970s Total
Bluegrass 551 1208 3833 4033 5436 7589 6656 4037 33343
Blues 551 1208 3833 4033 5436 7589 6656 4037 33343
Broadway 551 1208 3833 4033 5436 7589 6656 4037 33343
Classical 551 1208 3833 4033 5436 7589 6656 4037 33343
Country 551 1208 3833 4033 5436 7589 6656 4037 33343
Ethnic 3211 3267 4333 6032 5328 22171
Folk 551 1208 3833 4033 5436 7589 6656 4037 33343
Gospel 551 1208 3833 4033 5436 7589 6656 4037 33343
Jazz 551 1208 3833 4033 5436 7589 6656 4037 33343
Latin 2756 2937 4049 5736 5656 4037 25171
Mood 551 1208 3484 3559 4718 6534 5679 25733
Opera 551 1208 3833 4033 5436 7589 6656 4037 33343
Rap 2756 2937 4049 5736 5656 4037 25171
Rock 551 1208 3484 3559 4718 6534 5679 25733
Swing 551 1208 3484 3559 4718 6534 5679 25733
Total 6612 14496 53672 56115 75509 105407 93581 44407 449799
18-27 28-37 38-47 48-57 58-67 68-77 78+ Total
Bluegrass 6036 7069 6920 5923 4403 3297 1918 35566
Blues 6036 7069 6920 5923 4403 3297 1918 35566
Broadway 6036 7069 6920 5923 4403 3297 1918 35566
Classical 6036 7069 6920 5923 4403 3297 1918 35566
Country 6036 7069 6920 5923 4403 3297 1918 35566
Ethnic 4678 5785 5586 4585 3377 2606 1428 28045
Folk 6036 7069 6920 5923 4403 3297 1918 35566
Gospel 6036 7069 6920 5923 4403 3297 1918 35566
Jazz 6036 7069 6920 5923 4403 3297 1918 35566
Latin 4193 5410 5720 4828 3414 2606 1628 27799
Mood 5153 6251 5937 4877 3643 2807 1527 30195
Opera 6036 7069 6920 5923 4403 3297 1918 35566
Rap 4193 5410 5720 4828 3414 2606 1628 27799
Rock 5153 6251 5937 4877 3643 2807 1527 30195
Swing 5153 6251 5937 4877 3643 2807 1527 30195
Total 82847 98979 97117 82179 60761 45912 26527 494322
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